CHAPTER I Problem Statement & Research Questions
Over the past twenty years studies involving the effects of occupational stress have repeatedly demonstrated the negative effects of stress upon employees. These negative consequences include physical symptoms such as headaches, psychological symptoms such as depression and burnout as well as behavioral and organizational symptoms such as alcohol abuse and absenteeism (Byers, 1987) . Faculty members are highly vulnerable to the effects of occupational stress and in turn their productivity and wellbeing may suffer. Psi Chi faculty advisors may be at particular risk for high levels of occupational stress due to the demands on time as a result of leading their chapters. The combined responsibilities of research, teaching and service add weight to an already heavy load (Thorsen, 1996) . A recent article published in the Eye on Psi Chi, indicates the various challenges which advisors are confronted with on a regular basis (Domenech . The most reported challenge was a lack of time to do the tasks that the position required. However, these findings were incidental as the authors did not look to directly assess stress, but rather "discovered it" in the process of asking about other matters.
The present study used the Job Stress Survey developed by Spielberger and Vagg (Spielberger, Reheiser, & Vagg, 2000) to measure overall stress levels and to pinpoint prominent sources of stress among Psi Chi advisors nationwide. Professional title (i.e., Assistant, Associate, Full), years in profession, tenure status, and scholarly productivity were also assessed in hopes of discovering possible correlates to occupational stress..
Research Question 1
What are the levels of stress of faculty advisors in Psi Chi?
Research Question 2
What is the relationship between job stress, intensity of stress, and severity of stress for Psi Chi faculty advisors as measured by the JSS?
Research Question 3
Is there a signfiicant relationship between scores on the JSS and the faculty-specific variables of tenure track status, professor rank, years working in the field, and scholarly productivity? There is some suport in the literature for .hypothesizing that less experienced faculty member would exhibit greater job stress (Hogan, Carlson, & Dua, 2002 . However, previous research has shown mixed results concerning differences in stress experienced by employees of different occupational levels Spielberger et al. 2000) . Reatedly, there is evidence to support the hypothesis that untenured professors were more stressed than their tenured colleagues (Thorsen, 1996) . It seems likely that professors would experience a certain amount of stress relief due to the increased security of their jobs as a result of attaining tenure.
By learning more about the common sources and levels of stress among advisors, we hoped to come to an understanding of the current situation and make recommendations to reduce the negative symptoms associated with such stress. Improvements in stress levels among advisors could lead to improved physical and psychological health as well as higher quality leadership and guidance for student members of Psi Chi.
CHAPTER II

Methods
Psi Chi faculty advisors from chapters across the nation were recruited to complete the survey. According to the Psi Chi National Office there were 1093 chapters at the time recruitment efforts began. Recruitment was conducted by the Psi Chi Central Office. The Central
Office sent an e-mail to all registered faculty advisors through email. An e-mail generated from Faculty were offered an incentive of ten dollars in the form of an electronic gift card was offered to those who completed the survey by the specified deadline. While the incentive might seem excessive for such a potentially large sample, prior Psi Chi studies have reported low response rates (Bailey & Domenech Rodriguez, 2007; ). There was a concern that the most stressed advisors would decline participation, thus limiting our ability to truly understand the levels of stress experienced by our advisors. The final number (N = 340) of responses indicates about a 31 % response rate among advisors. The response rate was limited by financial constraints whic.h resulted in closing the survey after being open for only one month. There was a total of $3,200 available to pay for faculty incentives in the budget. That would have allowed for 320 participants, however some participants declined the incentive, which resulted in the ability to enroll the total final sample.
Instruments
General Demographics. The first section of the survey consisted of a questionnaire regarding general demographic information as well as a number of specific variables of interest including years in the profession, scholarly productivity, tenure status, and professor rank.
Scholarly productivity was based on two items assessing the number of articles or poster/paper presentations authored or co-authored during the last year. Unfortunately a more complete assessment of faculty advisor productivity (e.g., curriculum vitae review) proved impractical. In addition to the previously mentioned factors, hours per week spent on several important activities was assessed on a categorical scale ranging from I (0 hours) to 6 (20+ hours). These activities included supervising undergraduate research, supervising graduate research, teaching classes, preparing for classes, conducting personal research, working on Psi Chi administrative business, and working on service activities.
Job Stress Survey. The JSS was administered after demographic information had been obtained. This measure was developed to assess both the frequency and severity of commonly experienced job stressors (Vagg, Spielberger, & Wassala, 2002) . The JSS provided us with a total stress index score and aided in pinpointing problematic sources of stress among the advisors. The JSS is divided into subscales assessing both job pressure and lack of organizational support. Previous research indicate coefficient alphas for the various subscales range from .75 to .80 (Connell, Lee, & Spector, 2004 ). For the current study, coefficient alpha was .94 for the total index score, .95 for the severity scale, and .91 for the frequency scale. The entire survey used for this study took an average twenty minutes to complete.
The Job Stress survey first evolved from a measure designed to assess stress among law enforcement officers. This measure, known as the Police Stress Survey (PSS), was developed to assess the severity and frequency of occurrence of sixty specific stressors. As a reaction to the conflicting research findings regarding gender differences in occupational stress, Spielberger and Vagg modified the PSS to create the Job Stress Survey (JSS; .
This thirty-item measure was designed to assess both the perceived intensity and frequency of working conditions believed to affect the psychological wellbeing of employees in any profession. Participants completing this measure are first asked to rate the severity of each stressful event listed on a nine point scale. Second, participants are asked to indicate on a nine point scale how many days (0 to 9+) in the last six months they have experiences each of the listed stressful events. Subscale scores for both severity and frequency are computed by simply summing the ratings for each subscale. Overall stress scores are then computed by multiplying the frequency scores by the severity scores .
Reliability. An article by Spielberger and Reheiser reports the alpha coefficients of the severity, frequency and total index scores to be from .71 to .93. This indicates that internal consistency for this measure is adequate. .
Validity. Content validity for this measure may have been in part established through the use of the Police Stress Survey and Teacher Stress Surveys used in its development. Information supporting the validity of these measures was previously made available by Spielberger Westberry & Greenfield (1981) , and has been shown to measure occupational stress within their intended areas. Using many of the same items may lend support to the content validity of this measure, however, it should be noted that the JSS was designed for a more universal use. An attempt at creating a measure for all professions creates difficulties in determining items that are relevant to all professions (Rick et aI., 200 I) . Construct valisdity was assessed through an exploratory factor analysis. This indicated two major scales within the JSS measure. First, organizational support, which concerns the employees perception of aid offered by their employing organizaion. Second, job pressure which is a measure of the employees percieved pressure from indivudual stressors. The two resulting sclales confirm the theory around which the JSS was structured. This confirmation provides evidence for the consruct validity as well as the content validity of the JSS. However evidenee provided by a single factor analysis may be condidered somewhat weak .
CHAPTER III
Results
Demographic information is presented first, followed by results that answer the research questions outlined above. Demographics for this sample consisted of a majority of white These responses are proportional to the amount of members in each region.
Differences across groups within variables were evaluated using analyses of variance (ANOVAs). The average age of the advisors participating in the study was 46.7 and 42.7 for males and females respectively. Differences in the mean age of males and females were statistically significant, (F (1, 335) =12.10, p = <.001). Men had generally spent more time in both their current positions, (F (1, 340) = 12.03, p = <.001) and as Psi Chi advisors, than women (F (1,340) = 11.33, p = <.001). Significant differences in assessed productivity were found between men and women with men authoring or co-authoring more articles during the preceding year, (F (1, 336) = 6.40, p < .05). These findings point to the importance of considering gender in subsequent analyses. Table 3 displays sample percentages as well as characteristics by gender as assessed using Chi-square. Significant differences were identified between gender and each professional level (r: (3, N = 339) = 20.480, p = <.001). There were more female Assistant and Associate Professors and more male full Professors. The majority of participants (89.8%) were in tenure track positions and 57.3% were currently tenured. Significant differences between men and women were observed with men being more likely than women to be tenured (X2 (1, N = 338) = 8.837, p = <.01), or on a tenure track position, r: (3, N = 334) = 4.790, p = <.05. The majority of the sample, 83.7% believed that Psi Chi had no impact on their publication record or their quality of teaching. Exactly half (50%) of advisors felt that their role as Psi Chi faculty advisors had enhanced their academic positions while 16% felt that it had been problematic. 1 ). In a sample assessing stress among managerial/professional, clerical/skilled maintenance and senior military personnel mean stress index scores ranged from 19.36 to 22.13 (Spielberger & Vagg, 1999) . Scores from the current sample are somewhat high though still within in the general expected range of expected stress index scores.
As for the second research question -what is the relationship between job stress, intensity of stress, and severity of stress for Psi Chi faculty advisors as measured by the JSS?-a correlation grid showed highly significant correlations between the three consructs (see table 4). Independent samples t-tests revealed no significant differences between males and females for JSS frequency, severity, or index scores. Table 4 Correlations between job stress, intensity of stress, and severity of stress for Psi Chi Faculty Tables 5 and 6 report the findings for our sample. Of the main variables of interest which included age, professor rank, years in profession, tenure track, being currently tenured, and scholarly productivity, only being tenured was significantly related to JSS.
However, the direction of the relationship seems to be opposite of that predicted with those who are tenured experiencing more stress than those who are not (F (1, 194 service activities were all significant at r = .227, P < .001, r = .199, P < .001, r = .231 p < .001
respectively.
In table 6, analyses of variance revealed that those who feel their role as a Psi Chi faculty advisor has had an impact on their publication record experience significantly different levels of occupational stress. Those who believe that their role as an advisor has had a positive impact on their publication record reported a mean index score of20.92 (F (2,8) = 5.14, P = <.01). Those advisors who felt that their role had no impact on their publication record reported an average index score of22.16 (F (2, 283) = 5.14, P = <.01). Those who felt that their role as a Psi Chi advisor had a negative impact on their publication record, reported an average JSS index score of 27.91 (F (2, 47) = 5.14, P = <.01), indicating that those who attribute publishing less to their involvement in Psi Chi, experience especially high levels of occupational stress compared to those who make no such attributions. Also, those who reported that their role as a Psi Chi faculty advisor had been problematic in their academic position were found to experience significantly more stress (F (1, 54) = 42.79, P = <.001) than those who do not perceive their role to be problematic in their positions. Table 7 displays the results of a simple linear regression model controlling for both gender and professional title. Gender and professional title were controlled for in all regression models to ensure consistency with previous studies on occupational stress and those using the J88. In the simple model controlling only gender and professional title; tenure status, highest degree completed, perception of whether Psi Chi had been problematic in their career, hours spent on undergraduate research, class preparations, Psi Chi administration, and service activities were all significant. Table 8 displays the results of a more complex regression model which included all of the variables listed above as significant. Each variable was once again significant with the exception of "highest degree" and hours spent on Psi Chi administration. Note: model includes all coefficients above plus gender and professional title *= p < .05, ** = P < .01, *** = P < ,001
Discussion
Results indicate that the level of stress experienced by Psi Chi faculty advisors who are tenured is significantly higher than that experienced by non-tenured advisors. Our original prediction was that those advisors who had not yet achieved tenure would experience significantly more stress than those who had, due to added pressure and expectations from their department to publish. However in contrast to Thorson (1996) , this may not be the case among Psi Chi faculty advisors. Perhaps those advisors who have attained tenure feel an added responsibility to continue to publish at a high rate to compete with upcoming or older faculty.
Alternatively, the fact that non-tenured faculty are typically exempt from service activities or are just beginning to engage in them, could playa significant role in this unexpected relationship. In other words, it could be that those faculty who are involved in more service are more worn out and have added constraints on their time due to service commitments resulting in higher levels of stress. It might also be true that those advisors who are more likely to be tenured are simply prone to higher levels of stress. High achievement aspirations may be more common among highly stressed advisors who are also more likely to become tenured. Future research might benefit from taking such possibilities into account.
It was expected that younger faculty advisors would experience higher levels of occupational stress than their older colegues as previously shown by (Hogan et al.,2002) .
However, results failed to indicate that years spent in one's profession serves as an indication of stress level. It was also expected that faculty advisors who were more productive in terms of research output would be experience lower levels of stress. During the design of the survey used for this study it became clear that assessing total career productivity would be extremely difficult as well as problematic for participants asked to report such information. To deal with these practical limitations participants were instead asked to report the number of articles, posters, and papers authored or co-authored during the previous year. Analyses failed to show any difference between highly productive and less productive advisors and stress index score. This could indicate that productivity is not a reliable predictor of stress or that the method utilized to assess productivity for this study was inadequate. Future research might seek to provide a better assessment of advisor productivity and its relation to stress by gathering information from curriculum vitae.
Professional title was not significantly associated with advisor stress scores. Although (Vagg, Spielberger, & Wassala, 2002) found that occupational level was a significant predictor of stress, this does not seem to apply for Psi Chi faculty advisor positions. This may be due in part to the similarities in responsibilities among faculty members.
While many of the variables predicted to be associated with advisor stress levels are not reliable indicators of occupational stress, a number of other factors assessed in the survey seem to be. Hours spent advising undergraduate research is significant predictor of stress levels of faculty advisors. This may be due to the inexperience and greater required supervision of undergraduate students. Being farther along in their education, graduate students may often require less "hands on" attention to complete their research as compared to undergraduate students. The added responsibility and frustrations of advising less experienced undergrads may result in significant increases in advisors' perceived levels of occupational stress. It may also be that advisors experience different mentoring loads between undergraduate and graduate students.
A naturally larger number of undergraduate student in need of advising means that advisors may simply have more overall work to do when compared with graduate mentor responsibilities. It is also likely that undergraduate students require more time and effort than their graduate student counterparts due to differences in skills. Further research will be needed to determine the cause of this stress relationship which may in turn indicate effective approaches to dealing with advisor stress resulting from student mentoring relationships.
Hours spent on teaching and hours spent preparing for class was also shown to be significantly related to stress levels. It may be that advisors with a heavier class loads spend more time on these two stressful activities and suffer as a result. However it may be that those advisors who are naturally prone to experience and interpret responsibilities as stressful are more likely to find opportunities to teach and spend more time preparing for class.
Hours spent on Psi Chi administration business and on service activities were also significant predictors of stress. Those advisors who spent more time on either activity reported much higher levels of stress than those who spent less time on them. Psi Chi administration business, like supervising undergraduate research, may be particularly stressful because of the effort required to advise inexperienced undergraduate students. The fact that Psi Chi council members change on an annual or biannual basis ensures that they are relatively inexperienced and need considerable supervision. Service activities are often related to Psi Chi service, fundraising or educational activities. This may be another indicator of the high level of stress involved with Psi Chi advising.
In a study conducted by Arnetz (2005) , clarification of organizational goals was found to be an important moderator of stress experienced among hospital personnel. Those employees in departments with poor goal clarity experienced significantly more stress than their colleagues.
Arnetz suggests this may be due to feelings of ambiguity concerning the future that in turn hamper employees' ability to be proactive in their respective positions. Through improvements made by the Psi Chi Central Office to clarify organizational goals and help advisers clarify chapter goals, adviser stress levels might be successfully reduced. In turn, this would be likely to improve overall organizational effectiveness.
A study by Bellarosa and Chen (1997) evaluated several occupational stress management interventions. Results indicated that relaxation training was the most effective of the interventions assessed. Relaxation training was also found to be the most cost effective, easily implemented and required the shortest training period to implement. Perhaps nationwide web based relaxation trainings could function to reduce stress levels among both Psi Chi faculty advisers and Central Office employees.
To reduce the stress involved with the responsibilities mentioned above, the National Office might seek to implement suggestions given by study participants. The largest number of suggestions by Psi Chi advisors recommended the Central Office improve the information given to advisors and students on roles, responsibilities, ideas for activities and fundraising, and deadlines (n=47). Another suggestion included financial help involving advisor compensation, support for research, and funding in place of chapter fundraisers (n=2l). Advisors also suggested improving communication within Psi Chi through an advisor list serve, social/discussion time at conferences, and more succinct emails from the National Office (n=2l). A number of participants proposed improvements of administration through measures aimed to reduce paper work. To accomplish this, advisors recommended requiring students to file their own records online, having students pay one fee to the Central Office online, and making paperwork less confusing and more consolidated (n=2l). Finally, some suggested that giving more recognition for their service might help to reduce stress levels experienced as a Psi Chi advisor (n=12).
Results showed that a Psi Chi advisors' belief that their role has been problematic in their academic position reliably predicts a high level of reported stress. Thus attributing problems in ones position to involvement with Psi Chi is a significant predictor of high level occupational stress. Future research in this area might focus on discovering how faculty members came to be Psi Chi advisors. Those who were appointed by their departments may perceive personal stress associated with the position differently than those who were nominated by students. If this is the case, the Psi Chi Central Office might improve perceptions of Psi Chi involvement by communicating with department heads that the chapter advisor should be appointed by the students. It may also be that those advisors who are more likely to attribute Psi Chi involvement to stress are naturally more stressed individuals who are likely to consider almost any activity or involvement problematic for their academic position. Additionally, attributions of the impact of Psi Chi involvement on ones publication record was shown to be a significant predictor of overall stress levels. Those advisors who believe that their involvement with Psi Chi has had a positive impact on their publication record in that they now publish more, have significantly lower stress index scores than others. Advisors who believe that Psi Chi has had no impact on their publication record seem to be slightly more stressed and those who attribute their involvement in Psi Chi their publishing less, suffer from relatively high levels of occupational stress.
In the regression model controlling for gender and occupational title, all of the previously mentioned variables were again significant with the exception of hours spent teaching. This may show that the time an advisor spends teaching class in not as reliable predictor of stress as is the amount of time that advisor spends preparing for class. Class preparation is a flexible responsibility which can consume either a considerable amount or minimal amount of time depending on the instructor. It may be that those advisors who spend more time preparing for class care more about the quality of their work than their less stressed colleagues. The advisor who spends great amounts of time preparing for classes may be more likely worry about the quality of their work in all responsibilities making them more prone to stress in general. In this same simple model, degree obtained appeared to be a significant predictor of stress among advisors. For this model, those with a doctorate or a postdoctoral fellowship appeared to be more stressed than those advisors holding only a Master's degree.
A limitation for the current study is its applicability only to Psi Chi faculty advisors.
Stress levels among those who volunteer for a position in Psi Chi may differ greatly from those faculty members who decide not to take on similar responsibilities. With utilizing a web based volunteer survey, comes the danger of volunteer bias as well. It is possible that the most stressed Psi Chi advisors are the most likely to respond to a survey about stress in hopes that the results will encourage the Central Office to make helpful changes. Alternatively, it may be that the most stressed advisors are the least likely to reply because of their perceived lack of time and their desire to reduce responsibility related stressors. Both of the aforementioned factors may bias the results of this study. It may be that the time commitment necessary to participate in the study resulted in many of the incomplete surveys that were submitted. It is possible that important responses that may have contributed to the results were lost to the exclusion of surveys that were incomplete. Is also possible that those who submitted incomplete surveys did so because of stress and a lack of time resulting in reduced power for the results discovered in the analyses. Finally, the current study failed to provide meaningful comparisons to faculty members not involved in Psi Chi. Stress levels for Psi Chi faculty advisors may not significantly differ from other faculty members who are faced with many of the same stressful events. In fact, 35 respondents answered that Psi Chi was not stressful when asked what the Central Office might do to reduce stress level.
Further research is necessary to discover whether Psi Chi advisors truly experience higher levels of stress due to their involvement in Psi Chi.
Conclusion
In summary, Psi Chi Advisors who were currently tenured, spent more hours on mentoring undergraduate research, preparing for class and on service activities, and that viewed their role as a Psi Chi advisor as problematic reported higher stress levels. Of the original variables of interest, only advisors who were currently tenured reported significantly higher levels of stress than those who were not tenured. Professional level, years in the profession, and measures of productivity were not significantly associated with JSS stress index scores. Other variables related to stress not outlined in the original hypothesis included: viewing the position as problematic and more hours spent on preparing for class, mentoring undergraduate research, and participating in service activities. While perceptions of Psi Chi involvement seem to be a reliable predictor of stress, the other significant variables all involved time spent on various responsibilities. It may be that the specific activity advisors are engaged in is a less important contributor to stress than how much total time advisors spend on any work related activities.
